ham-nee (yah) puuch-aa [ki kyaa vee aa-eeNgee (yaa nahiiN)] we ERG this ask-PF that what 3PL come-FUT-PL (or not).
We asked [whether they will come (or not).'
2) [Hindi] [agar tum is kuursii-par aisee baiThoogee] ( too) woo Tuut jaeegii if you this chair-on that-way sit-FUT-2SG then 3SG break go-FUT-3SG [If you sit that way on this chair] it will break. Hindi/Urdu preserves the Indo-European correlative construction, marked by a special series of relative determiners, which are distinct from interrogatives:
3) [Hindi] [joo kitaab(i) maiN-nee kal khariidii] woo(i) khoo gaii hai rel book I-ERG yesterday buy-PF 3SG be-lost go-pf is The book(i) [which(i) I bought t(i) yesterday] has gotten lost.
The relative clause contains a relative determiner and a common noun. The relative (CP) clause is adjoined to a 'main' clause, a TP containing a correlate phrase, the phrase which is modified by the relative (see Dayal 1996 , McCawley 2004 for fuller information about this construction).
This construction is different from the nominally-adjoined relative clauses of modern European and Asian languages (4)-(5). I will begin with a brief schematic introduction to the correlative structure. The nominally adjoined structures may have both a restrictive (4) and a non-restrictive interpretation (5). The two kinds of relative clauses may not have exactly the same syntactic structure (Safir 1986 , Fabb 1990 ), but both involve some kind of subordination, a relative DP, and construal of a finite clause which is interpreted as a predicate modifying a nominal head, roughly (6a).
4) Canonical restrictive relative :
I took the books [which/that/0 you bought ___ yesterday].
(I didn't take others.) 5) Canonical non-restrictive/appositive relative:
I took the books, [which/*that/*0 you bought ___ yesterday].
(#I didn't take those you bought today) 6) a. 'Head' relative b. Correlative NP TP 3 3 NP CP CP TP Correlatives in involve a potentially discontinuous relation between a relative clause and a modified phrase, or correlate, which occurs in an adjoined clause. The schematic tree in (3b) represents the structure I propose for correlative clauses in Hindi/Urdu. If we were to paraphrase a clause like this using English words but the correlative structure, it would be (7).
7) Correlative paraphrase of (4) ' Rakesh 1963, p. 32. Relative clauses are marked by the Sanskrit y-series and its etymological descendant the Hindi/Urdu j-series of determiners. Interrogative clauses are marked by the interrogative kseries. Sanskrit tends to place these determiners at the left periphery of the clause, while Hindi/Urdu prefers interrogatives in situ, and allows relatives to be either in situ or at the left periphery. This difference reflects a difference in clausal projections which I will discuss below. Hindi/Urdu (1), (10c) has a specialized complementizer ki 'that' which marks both declarative and interrogative dependent clauses. Sanskrit has no lexical marking specifically for subordination; the quotative iti (9c) means 'thus' and has many other functions unrelated to clause subordination (Hock 1982 ).
Symmetric and asymmetric adjunction of correlative clauses.
It has long been observed that clauses in Sanskrit seem to be linked in a very loose paratactic way, without syntactic encoding of subordination (for example by Delbrück (1888 ), Hermann 1895 , Gonda 1975 , Hettrich 1988 . Hock (1989) uses a formal syntactic representation to express this relation, the symmetric adjunction of a full clausal projection to another full clausal projection, which I express as in (11) propose an asymmetric adjunction structure for Hindi/Urdu (9), in which the correlative CP is adjoined to TP, which then is the complement of its own CP* projection. This is a base adjoined structure (cf. Dayal 1996 , McCawley 2004 
In the next two sections, I will offer evidence for the symmetric/asymmetric adjunction difference between Sanskrit and Hindi/Urdu, and propose an account based on formal syntactic features which derives the syntactic differences and the range of possible interpretations.
5. Sanskrit correlatives, Hindi/Urdu correlatives 5.1 Clause architecture-the Clause Initial String and markers of subordination A distinctive prefix to finite clauses is found in several very old Indo-European languages, including Sanskrit (Hock 1989) , Schaüfele (1990) and Avestan, Old Persian (Hale 1988) . This is a string of head positions occupied by particles and pronouns, which occupy up to five ordered positions in the left periphery of the CP (13).
13) Vedic clause-initial string positions ( Hock (1989, p. 115) Nexus 1 2 3 4 5 conjunction accented unaccented accented enclitic stressed eg. atha 'so' word particle particle pronoun pronominal [Rel, Int] Evidence that this clause initial string involves CP projections comes from the nature of the particles, which are sentence oriented. 14) [Sanskrit] Sentence-oriented particles: a. Unaccented: u 'and' sma 'always, indeed' ha 'certainly' b. Accented: tú 'then' vaí 'truly, indeed', now, furthermore, surely'
In the string relative and interrogative determiners may appear as single words. They may be moved from their DP, leaving a remnant NP (Schaüfele (1990) . The clause-initial string seems to be characteristic of an independent clause, because it contains sentence-oriented particles. Yet the clause initial string is found not just in the independent 'correlate' clause, but also in the correlative clause as well (15). The presence of the clause initial string in both clauses of (15) is a another indication of symmetric adjunction (Hock 1989 ).
15) [Sanskrit] Clause initial string both adjoined clauses:
[yám(i) u ha evá tát paoeávo manuºyéºu yam kâmam(i) árohams] rel-acc ptcl ptcl ptcl that cattle-pl-nom man-pl-loc rel-acc desire-acc obtain-3pl
[tám(i) u ha evá paoeúºu tam kâmam(i) rohati] that-acc ptcl ptcl ptcl cattle-pl-loc that-acc desire-acc obtain-pres-3s 'The desire which(i) the cattle obtained among men, he obtains the same desire(i) among the cattle.'(S.B. 2.1.2.7 Hock 1989, p. 12).
D movement and the string of particles are completely impossible in either main or dependent clauses in Hindi-Urdu.
The relative clause form for interrogative complements:
The next section offers another example of the absence of syntactic subordination in Sanskrit. In both languages, that interrogative sentences are marked by the k-series of determiners (6) If a question is in a dependent complement clause, Vedic Sanskrit substitutes a relative ydeterminer for the k-interrogative in both yes-no questions (18) Sanskrit has several ways of marking sentential complements: parataxis of the selected complemt clause, prefixation or suffixation of the quotative iti 'thus', or else the interrogative complement is put in relative form, with an interrogative interpretation. The predicate selecting the complement determines whether it is an embedded question or not (Lahiri 2002) . So Sanskrit expresses a selection relation, but this selection relation can be expressed in Vedic Sanskrit only by the very general CP-CP adjunction licensed by the relative form of one of the clauses. Hindi/Urdu has an available marker of subordination (ki) which marks interrogative as well as other complement types as syntactically distinct from main clauses.
5.3 A conditional interpretation for relative clauses without a correlate phrase.
In Sanskrit, correlative clauses without a correlate phrase are not uncommon (Speijer 1896 , Gonda 1975 , Hettrich 1988 ). The relative phrase gets an indefinite interpretation, and the whole relative clause is translated as a conditional modifier of the correlate clause (21a). 
Correlative clauses and the appositive interpretation
Correlatives clauses in the modern languages which have them are typically restrictive, on the left, and typically do not stack (Grosu 2002 , Den Dikken 2005 . But Sanskrit freely allows clauses on the left to modify proper names or pronouns appositively, (23a). The more expected restrictive modification of common nouns, is also possible as in the restrictive interpretation of (24).
23)
[ Hettrich 1988, p. 523) Hindi/Urdu does not allow appositive correlatives, (21), and in (25a). The appositive reading is allowed typically in relative clauses adjoined to the right of DP (25c). a construction which Hock (1989) pitáram yasya(i) mâtáram rel-GEN-kill-AOR-3S father-ACC rel-GEN mother-ACC yasya(i) oeakró bhrâtaram nâta îºate rel-GEN mighty-NOM brother-ACC not-go away-PRES-3S 'Whose-rel(i) father, whose-rel(i) mother, whose-rel(i) brother the Mighty one kills, he(i) does not escape;'He does not escape, of whom the Mighty has killed the father, the mother, the brother.' R.V. 5.34.4a, Hettrich 1988, p. 571.
As with other correlative constructions in modern languages (Grosu 2002 , Den Dikken 2005 , stacked restrictive relatives are ungrammatical on the left of the main clause, and also on the right for some speakers (27).
27) a. [Hindi] Stacked relatives on the left * [joo laRkii(i) skuul-meeN mehnat kartii hai], [joo(i) anu-kii doost hai]\ rel girl school-in effort do-IMPF is rel Anu-GEN friend is woo(i) bahut acchii hai 3S
very good-F is 'That girl is very nice, who works hard in school, who is a friend of Anu. ' Grosu 2002 b.
[Hindi] Stacked relatives on the right] ( *) woo laRkii(i) bahut acchii hai, [joo(i) skuul-meeN mehnat kar-tii hai] that girl very good-F is rel school-in effort do-IMPF-F is [joo(i) anu-kii doost hai' rel Any-GEN friend is 'That girl is very nice, who works hard in school, who is a friend of Anu.' 5.6 Summary of Sanskrit-Hindi/Urdu differences.
Correlative clauses in Sanskrit and Hindi show many formal similarities (section 3).
Examples have been used here to show that there is a fundamental of adjunction structures (11), (12a) . Sanskrit has the relative construction as the primary means of combining finite clauses. This paratactic construction has varied interpretations: restrictive and appositive relative clauses, conditional clauses and interrogative complements. Hindi/Urdu correlative clauses are more closely constrained syntactically and semantically. Conditional and complement clauses are marked by non-relative conjunctions, such as agar 'if' and ki 'that. In the next section, I propose a way of using formal features to characterize the SanskritHindi/Urdu differences which explains the striking difference in constraints and interpretation..
Anaphoric and predicative features
In this section I extend some formal features which have been used to characterize relative clauses in modern language. To differentiate appositive from restrictive relative clauses, Grosu 2002 proposes that appositive clauses form an anaphoric relation with their head NP, so that they are linked in a somewhat looser way to the head than restrictive clauses. Restrictive clauses are predicational: the clause is interpreted as an intersective modifier with the common noun in the NP head or in the correlative. Grosu uses the feature [PRED] to encode this semantic property. This feature is like the 'lambda' feature on C and the pronoun feature [ID] which Adger and Ramchand (2005) use to form syntactic chains in Gaelic and Irish relative clauses. The feature also has a semantic effect, of turning the relative clause into an intersective modifier of a head noun, with the restrictive reading.
In the Indic languages, there are two sorts of features which I propose for correlative clauses. One set of features establishes an anaphoric (coindexing) chain at the CI interface between the relative clause and its correlate. These features are uninterpretable features (uF) which are valued by interpretable category features (iF) (28a,b) 28) [Rel] uF on relative C is categorially valued by the correlate DP.
[ID] uF on DPs (correlate) is valued by the syntactic antecedent CP.
29)
[PRED] on C requires the CP to be translated as a ë-abstract making the clause a predicate, modifying the correlate phrase identified by the anaphoric chain established by the features in (26).
These features work together. Relative clause require a correlate or head. The feature [Rel] reflects only relative morphology in the CP, as the relative phrase itself may have an indefinite or interrogative interpretation in Sanskrit. The correlate, usually a demonstrative pronoun, needs an identifying antecedent, whether in discourse or within a syntactic structure; this antecedent is supplied by the [ID] .
In the paratactic syntax characteristic of Sanskrit, [Rel] In Hindi/Urdu, dependent CP finite projections are all hypotactic, asymmetrically adjoined to TP. Correlative clauses have the restrictive interpretation, suggesting that they must be marked with [PRED] before the SI interface is reached, ruling out all but the restrictive interpretation. The anaphoric linking is required but must be local, holding between the [PRED] relative and the TP to which it is adjoined. This condition explains the requirement for a correlate (22) and the absence of stacking (27). Other clause types, conditionals and complement clauses, require a special conjunction or complementizer, forms which are lexically distinct from relative XPs (20, 21b).
Syntactic change
In the main body of the paper, I have defined the contrasting properties of the earliest and most recent relative constructions in Indic languages. Here I will propose a series of changes which would have to take place to create the modern formal features of correlative clauses in Hindi/Urdu, assuming a distant previous form of the language in Sanskrit. This proposal is necessarily speculative, as there is little real evidence of change from the Old Indic constructions until the period in the 16th-18th centuries in which the modern form of Hindi/Urdu emerged (Masica 1991, pp. 50-55) , and it does not do full justice to the great variety of constructions found in Indic.
8.1 Syntactic subordination I have proposed that relative CP does not adjoin TP in Sanskrit. The reason for this could lie in the composition of the CP projection in early Sanskrit. On the evidence of the ClauseInitial String (13), the CP functional projections of one or more head positions which can be filled only by words, not phrases. These words are copied from positions in TP and merged into head positions. If so, then we may suppose that the movement chains formed in CP* cannot be interrupted by adjunction of a full CP to TP* (30). I make the assumption that these CP projections are similar to the ones proposed by Rizzi (1997) with a condition which blocks XP movement to a Specifier, and allows only words to move to the head position. This condition would have to be lost to open the way for reanalysis of CP as a series of functional projections allowing phrasal movement and phrasal adjunction, creating the structure in (31). (Snell 1992, p. 71) Note that the clause-prefix joo introduces a clause with an initial correlative, suggesting that the joo form is purely a subordinator, like ki. It is in the outermost functional projection of CP. The correlative clause and the correlate clause with the correlate soo corresponding to jin-nee are to the right of the joo, which has the form of a relative but the function of marking a subordinate complement. The order joo -jin-nee shows that the correlate clause is adjoined within CP, as in (29) . If the correlate is adjoined within the whole CP complement, it must be adjoined to TP*. The relative joo would have to lose the [PRED] feature entirely, as it not longer indicates predication, as well as be reanalayzed as the head of FORCE in Rizzi's CP structure. 5 In the modern language, there are new lexical items replacing these two uses of joo, both of them borrowed from Persian, which was the language of administration and literature in the Moghul era (see Marlow 1997) . Ki replaced joo as a complementizer on subordinate complements, and agar (or Sanskrit yadi) replaced joo in conditional clauses. The correlative construction retained for restrictive relative meanings. This change suggests that joo as a lexical determiner had been reanalyzed as a functional head in CP, and as a conjunction in conditionals. This is a common direction of historical change (Roberts and Roussou 2003) . The Old Indic correlative construction appears to have undergone two kinds of change. One is the change in nature of the feature [PRED] from a semantic feature to a lexical feature on relative D which is present in syntax. This change caused the correlative CP construction, especially those adjoined to the left, to take on exclusively restrictive relative function, with the restrictions in interpretation found in modern Hindi/Urdu and other modern Indic languages. The other was the evolution of a complementizer form specialized for indicating subordination. This split of functions is reflected in the order of adjunction. Left adjoined relative clauses are typically relatives, while finite complement clauses are typically right adjoined.
Summary and conclusion
Correlative clauses represent a parametric choice in how relative clauses are syntactically represented, involving anaphoric links and a semantic [PRED] feature. This parameter persists in Indic languages, from the oldest documented language to a modern language like Hindi, yet the syntax and semantics of the construction have undergone renanalysis. The CP structure of Vedic Sanskrit evolves to remove the condition on functional projections that they may be filled only with heads, allowing the relative CP to adjoin to TP in the later language. This change introduces syntactic encoding of subordination, which might be regarded as a more economical way of expressing semantic relations than in the paratactic, anaphoric Sanskrit syntax. Evidence for subordination in early modern Hindi is found when the relative joo is used as a complementizer distinct from a relative DP; a determiner is reanalyzed as a functional category head (Roberts and Rousou 2003) . In spite of other changes, such as very recent relative adjunction to DP, the correlative parameter persists as the unmarked relative construction, suggesting that UG allows more parametric variation to exist than we might expect. coincides with the extent of the (Persian speaking) Mogul empire in the 17th century.
5. Many Indic languages retain a relative form as complementizer. Bangla is one, marking complements with je 'which'. If je retained its relative character, it would not be able to combine with an interrogative complement clause, but these combinations are allowed under some circumstances. Genuine correlative clauses may not have an internal interrogative (Probal Dasgupta, p.c.).
6. Conditionals in Hindi may also have been marked by a conjunction derived from the relative joo, not combined with a correlate: i) [joo aveeN] too tab maluum hoogii rel come-SUBJUNCTIVE-3pl so then known be-FUT.3S [If they come] then it will be known. {Greaves 1921, p. 185) 
